Hal Verb 
PO Box 421815 
S.F., Ca. 94142-1815 

Dec. 31, 1992 

Harold Weisberg 
7627 Old Receiver Rd . 

Frederick, Md . 21702 

Dear Hal : 

I'm replying to your letter of 12/22/92 and will 
clarify certain things mentioned in my letter sent to you 
previously. 

Before I do that I want to mention a few things about 
the enclosures which include the updated brochure on the April, 
1993 Chicago Symposium, and the copy of the 9-page letter to 
the AMA dated 12/7/92. 

The brochure on the Chicago Symposiun needs no fur- 
ther comment other than to note that more and more speakers 
are being added to the list. As I mentioned to you previosly 
they are strongly considering me as a speaker and my subject 
will be the photographic evidence. They told me they would 
let me know by Jan. 1st. I'm confident I'll be included be- 
cause as far as I know I see no one listed in the brochure 
who will discuss the topic as I can. You'll n3e they list 
Josiah Thompson and Tom Wilson but these two do not qualify 
to meet the standards I hope to present at this conference. 

Even if they added Groden I'd still hold to this opinion. 

The approach you used in "Photographic Whitewash" is pre- 
cisely the way I'll go. 

With respect to the AMA letter enclosed I'll fill 
you in on what I know and how I obtained it. I've been in 
touch with Dr. Gary Aguilar ever since I met him earlier 
this year. He allowed me to speak at a S.F. forum this past 
September and we keep in touch. When I called him the other 
day he mentioned the nature of the letter you find enclosed. 

I asked for a copy and -he quickly responded. 

I've not made a study of the contents (simply no 
time to do so at present) but Dr. Aguilar told me that it was 
his idea to publish the letter after contacting four other 
letter writers to JAMA who held similar critical opinions on 
the JAMA article. (I note that one of the letter writers not 
included in Aguilar's co-signers is Arthur Wilson who is a 
doctor from Memphis, Tn. Aguilar may have contacted him and 
he may have decided not to join the list. I have no way of 
knowing if Wilson did, indeed, turn the offer dowr^. 

KKMXKXRXXiaKHXMXXMKXREXKX Ag^iJ^^old me he sees 
little possibilty of JAMA publ ishingT^d^^ because of 
the obvious reason that the letter is too long which is what 
the JAMA can use as an "official" excuse. But Aguilar's stra- 
tegy is to have a record set by them of repeated refusal(s). 



He then will try to persuade them to have the letter 

published as an article instead. If they refuse this AGuilar told me 
he will then try to get it printed in "The Nation" or other 
prestigious magazines as Harpers, the Atlantic, etc. Aguilar 
told me he is also thinking of launching a law suit 
against JAMA and explained that he would like to have 
the AMA put in the position of divorcing itself from 
opinions pronounced as definitive by the Journal. I'm 
in no position to comment on how this could be done but 
this is the thought of Aguilar and presumably the doctors 
who would be asked to join the suit if it materializes. 

I should note that Aguilar has a high regard for one 
of the doctors who is one of the co-signers of the letter 
to AMA enclosed. He is David W. Mantik from Rancho Mirage, 

Calif. I know nothing of him except his letter which appeared 
in JAMA in reply to the May issue. Do you know of him? 

You had requested in your latest letter if I had 
a copy of the Journal of American ACADEMY OF FORENSIC 
SCIENCES article on Oswald in which he wrote to the CP 
and either the SP or SWP the same day. ^In my opinion Oswald 
more tham likely wrote to the SWP rather than the SP because 
at that point in time the SP had no real relevance for Oswald 
and the SWP did) . 

I assume the article you're referring to is the one 
foot-noted in JAMA written by J.W. Rush and M.H. West which 
was called SK "Confirmation of the Single Bullet Theory". 

The article, I believe, was originally a video made on 

2/19/92 at the Forensic meeting in New Orleans. I don ' t 

have a copy but I asked Dr. Aguilar to obtain a copy tor, 

me and he said he would and send it to me. When I get ityT'll send it 

off to you. Incidentally, Dr. Aguilar told me that he had written 

Dr. West some time ago and wanted the video but West never 

responded. If you wish to obtain West's name and address 

here it is: Dr. Michael West, MD, Deputy Medical Examiner 

Investigator, Forrest County Mississippi, PO Boxl58^6, 

Hattiesburg, Ms. 39402. 

Now to get on to another matter I'd like to clear 
up with respect to the FBI agent I mentioned in my last 
letter to you(dated 12/19/92). You'll recall referred to 
an agent who claimed he knew that Oswald was an FBI informant 
but that Oswald had "nothing to report". 

your letter of 12/22/92 said that there was "a 
problem with the 9/63 date: Oswald was not in Dallas that 
month". I think you may have mis-read my letter because I 
had said that the FBI agent was in Dallas on 11/22/63 not 
September . 

I've learned more since I wrote you and I'll bring 
you up to date on what I've learned. First, I was in error 
when I said that the agent's name was Tom Vallee. 




The FBI agent's name is: Tom O'Malley and he was from 
the San Antonio FBI office. He was in Dallas on 11/22/63 
on "a visit" and at the time of the assassination he 
was in the Dallas FBI office. According to the inform- 
ation I have he "heard" the shots. No mention was made 
as to how many were heard. My source has discussed all 
of this with O'Malley and he claims that O'Malley is still 
a party man in defending the FBI even though he is no 
longer with the Bureau. He is currently a professor at 
Sacramento State College with the "Criminal Justice De- 
partment" there . 0 ' Malley is expected to be resuming 
teaching at the college in about 3 or 4 weeks and can 
be reached then. My source said that this would be the 
best time to reach him and I intend doing so. 

One interesting thing that my source told me was 
that O'Malley spent both Friday (11/22) and Saturday 
(11/23/63) in Dallas. He was also in the FBI room when 
Hoover called Shanklin and Hoover allegedly "fired" 

Shanklin "several times". (My guess is that the famous 
note Oswald delivered to the FBI warning of dire conse- 
quences which Shanklin ordered destroyed had a lot to 
do with the firing" but, of course, there were other 
reasons ) . 

According to my source O'Malley when asked if his 
name might appear in the volumes replied that he did not know 
but it could very well be. A researcher my source has 
been in touch with claimed there were three FBI reports 
of which one at least was an FBI report by O'Malley 
interviewing the cop who let Ruby in the jail to shoot 
Oswald. Apparently O'Malley didn't ask the pertinent 
question or questions he should have and was reprimanded 
for it. I don't recall if my source said th(fl3C 0 ' Malley 
may have then been dropped from the case because of his 
incompetency. The researcher who uncovered the information 
is supposed to send my source the documents on this and 
when he does I'll try to obtain a copy for you. 

Thanks for the info on advising me to look up 
the FBI agent in the Directory of Former FBI Agents 
but now that i know who he is and where he can be located 
I guess there's no more need of that. 

Some interesting "gossip" I heard about Jim Leavelle 
in a conversation I had with a researcher who is assembling 
a photographic research group (I've agreed to join): accord- 
ing to him Leavelle had a few friends over for a party and 
was trying to demonstrate how a pistol could be prevented 
from firing in an effort to duplicate the alleged event 
by Oswald at the Texas Theater. The attempt by Leavelle 
failed and he accidentally shot someone at the party. 

I don't know if this was reported in the press or wheher 
he was jailed but it occurred about three weeks ago. 



You mentioned in your letter that you had lost contact 

with Fred Newcomb. In case you need to reach him here is his 

latest address: 

Fred Newcomb 

256 South Rodeo Avenue 

Glendora, Ca. 91740 

Well, that is about all I have to relate for now. 

I'd be curious to know if you have anything more orVFBI 

agent O'Malley. He may figure in this whole thing^^hich 
can be useful particularly his knowledge about whether, 
indeed, Oswald was truly an informant. It would be in- 
teresting to see if Gemberling mentions O'Malley in his 
report. When I was in Dallas this past October I clearly 
remember a video I saw which Mark Oakes showed me and 
Gemberling clearly stated that he had a case "pending" 
against Oswald for alleged subversive activities. I may 
be reading more into this than meets the eye but "pending" 
could have been the substitufe word for "probationary" 
since Oswald had to "establish" himself in Dallas having 
been there for only two months out of New Orleans. By 
the way I ^ agree with you that if Oswald were an informant 
it would have to be originated in New Orleans. Making him 
an informant in Dallas wouldn make much sense but on a 
continuing basis it does make sense. 

I hope the new year will prove to be a promising 
one that we ca^ll look forward to. 

Best, 

Hal Verb 



